C opyright has troubled humans for almost as long as our thoughts have been recorded. The ancient Greeks, Jews, and Romans all set down laws concerning an author's personal rights, a sponsor/publisher's economic rights, an owner's rights to an individual copy, and a ruler's right to censor and to regulate the industry. The Church and various governments ðboth totalitarian and democraticÞ have tried copyrighting any number of times. We are still at it today. As of the writing of this piece, currently pending in Washington is legislation that some have referred to as "the next great copyright act" ðPallante 2013Þ. This act-if it ever comes to pass-will have the American government ruling on procedures regarding such varied property as orphan works, musical recordings, film, and fashion design, particularly as they relate to digitization and the Internet. As Maria A. Pallante, register of copyrights of the United States and director of the US Copyright Office, has explained the act, "It must confirm and rationalize certain fundamental aspects of the law, including the ability of authors and their licensees to control and exploit their creative works, whether content is distributed on the street or streamed from the cloud. And it must provide sufficient clarity to those who seek to use protected works" ðPallante 2013, 324Þ.
One of the most influential documents in the history of Anglo-American copyright is the Licensing of the Press Act of 1662-mostly for its negative effects ðfig. 1Þ. Charles II had returned to the English throne in 1660 and was appalled at the state of printing in his realm. 
History of the Book
• entred in the Booke of the Register of the Company of Stationers of London." The number of London printing offices was restricted to twenty, as "no surer meanes can be advised" to control printing than limiting the number of presses. The king's representatives "shall have power and authority . . . to search all Houses and Shops" and confiscate whatever they deemed unlawful.
Penalties by fine and imprisonment for offenders were decreed. Charles and his Parliament also weighed in on the importation of books, the appointment of licensers, and the number of printers and founders. The right to copy was yet another means of quashing the press. The person who registered a title with the Company-who might be a printer, a publisher, or an author-received this right. As the Act stated, "½Once printed, each book shall be first lawfully licensed and authorized to be printed by such person and persons only as shall be constituted and appointed to license the same according to the direction and true meaning of this present Act."
Certainly, a tighter rein would eradicate all offending material. Or would it? Have today's copyright claims kept at bay the wholesale copying of books, the digitization of artwork, or people downloading music? Then it is not surprising to learn that the 1662 Act only met with partial success. One gets the sense that London in the late seventeenth century was a place where definitions of morality were highly subjective and authority was exercised in extremely uneven fashion. For example, despite regular attempts to number the presses to twenty, we know that far more were in operation in the years immediately following the Act's publication-perhaps as much as triple that number. Furthermore, despite the censors' utmost efforts, any number of seditious pamphlets were printed, pamphlets with such wonderfully evocative and enigmatic titles as The Panther Prophecy, Poore Robin, Mercurius Politicus, Smectymnuus Redivivus, and Ahab's Fall ðsee fig. 2Þ .
On the heels of the Act, state activities as they related to copyright were assorted. 
